





he Soviet Union is 
fast approaching a 
revolutionary crisis. 
It is in the grip of an eco- 
nomic crisis so deep that 
in arguing for panic price 
increases, the Soviet 
Prime Minister, Ryzakov, 
told Parliament, “We have 
no more money. We have 
no more gold to buy 
grain”. 


The ruling bureaucracy is 
so torn by internal strike that 
it cannot present a coherent 
strategy to deal with the eco- 
nomic chaos. The working 
class, exasperated at the eco- 
nomic hardship and lack of 
political direction, are ex- 
pressing their frustration in 
strikes and demonstrations. 
In May they founded the first 
mass independent workers’ 
organisation (see page 4). 


If the proposed dramatic 
price rises are pushed 
through there will be massive 
resistance, especially from 
working class women already 
struggling with food short- 
ages and endless queuing. In 
short, the rulers cannot go on 
ruling in the old way, the 
workers will not go on suffer- 
ing in the old way. Yet the 
economy demands decisive 
andimmediate action. 


The bureaucrats are deeply 
divided about the solution to 
their troubles. On one side 
there are the bureaucratic 
conservatives determined to 
maintain the USSR’s ineffi- 
cient planning mechanism. 
On the other side there are 
the pro-capitalist “radicals” of 
the Democratic Forum, led by 
Boris Yeltsin. They want 
rapid structural reforms of 
the Soviet economy to pave 
the way for the introduction of 
the profitsystem. 


Between them, Gorbachev 
and the Soviet leadership are 
determined to shake up the 
bureaucracy which is equally 
determined to maintain its 
grip on economic and political 
power. 


The failure of Gorbachev's 
Perestroika , re-invigorating 
bureaucratic planning 
through market reform and 
the stream lining the bu- 
reaucracy, comes as no sur- 
prise to real, revolutionary, 
communists. 


The key to efficient plan- 
ning and economic progress 
in acountry where the profit 
motive has been eradicated 
is the democratic rule by or- 
gans of the mass of produc- 
ers and consumer and deci- 
sion making at every level of 
the economy. But to the 
privileged bureaucracy this 
democracy of producers and 
consumers is like a cross toa 
vampire. 


The imperialists are back- 
ing Gorbachevs economic 
measures. Having won the 
‘cold war’ and helped re- 
duced the Soviet economy to 
chaos, they are still relying 
on the Soviet leaders to de- 
liver the USSR on a plate to 
the profiteers. 


Now they fear that mass 
working class resistance to 
Gorbachev's economic plan, 
combined with national 
breakups in the Soviet Un- 
ion, will plunge the whole 
worldintoturmoil. 


The imperialists are terri- 
fied at the prospect of the 
world order erected by them- 


selves and Stalinism over 
the dead bodies of millions of 
workers after World War II, 


crumbling. Yet they are not 
sure that they are strong or 
united enough to replace it 
with a stable new order of 
their own. 


It falls to the workers to 
perform that service for hu- 
manity. The Soviet working 
class, if it can find revolu- 
tionary leadership, build 
fighting militias and demo- 
cratic workers councils, like 
those which overthrew Tsar- 
ism, can rid the USSR of the 
bureaucracy and open the 
road to genuine socialism. 





But the Soviet workers 
lack a coherent strategy and 
leadership to resolve the cri- 
sis in their interests. If a 
revolutionary strategy is not 
found by the Soviet workers 
then the outcome of the pres- 
ent economic crisis will be ei- 
ther the restoration of capi- 
talism, with the potential for 
a major strengthening of im- 
perialism on a world scale, or 
a drastic retrenchment by 
the conservative bureau- 
crats through repression. 


“Bread is socialism. You 
can’t raise the prices”, one 
Soviet MP told Ryzhkov. No 
doubt his words reminded 
the Soviet Parliament that 
Lenin, whose statue towers 
over their proceedings, led 
the Russian peasants and 
workers to power in a 
struggle for “Bread, Peace 
and Land.’ 


But socialism is not just 
bread. It is real freedom from 
poverty, unemployment, ig- 
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norance and tyranny. The col- 
lapse of fake socialism in the 
USSR gives the workers an- 
other historic chance to seize 
it with both hands. 





Solidarity with 
Workers in 





movements against 
austerity measures of the 


‘reforming’ governments 
in the Eastern Bloc, poses 
more and more urgently 


the need for open demo- 
cratic solidarity to be 
builT in Ireland to sup- 


port the new independent 
movements of working 


class struggle. 


A key function of such soli- 


darity activity is political, i.e. 
to open up real debate with 
the the new movements in 
which activists of different 
political views in the western 


astern Bloc 


sition of the new workers’ 
the 


labour movements can ex- 
change views on the key ques- 


tions of what direction the 
new movements should take. 


Visiting Moscow in May a 
member of the IWG invited 
Soviet miner activists tocome 
to Dublin in Sept-Oct. to 
speak at open democratic 
public meetings of activists 
from the Irish working class 
movement and to hear all 
shades of viewpoint in the 
Irish workers’ movement. 
The task now is to build spon- 
sorship for this and other 
such visits on an open and 
democratic basis. 
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In Moscow IW@G inter- 
viewed activists and officials 
in the new left and labour 
movement organisations. 
The most important new de- 
velopment in the Soviet 
working class is the Confed- 
eration of Labour founded at 
Novokuznetsk which is re- 
ported in the centre pages of 
this issue. 


Within this new confedera- 
tion major sections of work- 


ers, €.g. miners, may soon 
form distinct trade unions. 


For the moment, however, 
the imminent prospect of ma- 
jor strike action in the mining 
areas, which will find a focus 
at a conference in Donetsk on 
11 June, is regenerating the 
regional and local strike com- 
mittees first set up last sum- 
mer. Many elements of last 
summer’s committees are 
seen now by the rank and file 
as already bureaucratised 
and the pressure is mounting 
to elect new democratically 
mandated rank and file lead- 
ers. 
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The scale of the new move- 
ments in the USSR may be 


small yet, but the developing 
conflicts there and in Eastern 
Kurope will rapidly create the 
possibility of mass move- 


ments mobilising entire 
working classes. 
The battle for the political 


soul of those movementsis al- 
ready being engaged by the 
right wing of the pro-imperi- 
alist international “Social 
Democratic” organisations. 


Itis the duty ofall socialists 
to fight now for solidarity ac- 
tion which can intervene in 
dialogue with them to pres- 
ent them with the experience 
of genuine militant struggle 
against capitalist exploita- 
tion. Socialists and militants 
must urgently build a genu- 
ine Campaign of Solidarity 
with Workers in the Eastern 
Bloc, with democratic control 
by all socialist and labour 
movement bodies willing to 
affiliate and support these 
aims! 
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Repression 


ANUMBER of motions on the agenda 
of the annual NIPSA May conference 
in the North predictably raised the 
issue of sectarianism int the 
workplace and the need for a trade 
union campaign to fight it. Largely 
the inspiration of the Militant group 
these proposals—to build anti-sec- 
tarian committees in the workplace 
and communities and to respond to 
acts of sectarianism with strike ac- 
tion—have never had a cat-in-hell’s 
chance of being accepted by the 
NIPSA membership, let alone the 
cynical careerists who lead NIPSA. 


True, Militant can point to countless ex- 
amples, such as in the last few weeks, 
when NIPSA members walked out after 
death threats from someone describing 
himself as the IPLO. And, of course, such 
actions must be supported by every seri- 
ous militant and socialist. 


But NIPSA members are more fully 
aware than the Militant that sectarian- 
ism in the workplace, whether the display 
of Orange regalia or threats to social 
security workers by the UDA/INLA/IPLO 
etc, is the effect rather than the cause. 
Sectarianism reflects the political divi- 
sions within the Northern state whose 
creation embodies and copperfastened the 
sectarian Orange monolith within which 
the Protestant working class drew small, 
but significant benefits, relative to their 
fellow Catholic workers. 


As report after report into sectarian 
employment practices continued to 
show—the last one about the University 
of Ulster and the electricity industry— 


| the mechanisms of Lodge patronage 


remain a potent element in ensuring 


| Protestant working class advantage in 


job access. 


To raise the issue of sectarianism seri- 


| ously and in a concrete manner within 
the trade union movement means spot- 
| lighting not only these burning ques- 
-tions—which Militant refuse to do—but 


even more going to the heart of the mat- 
ter. The creation and purpose of the North- 


| ern state itself meant that job discrimina- 


tion and sectarianism against Catholics 
was the inevitable means of aligning 
Protestants with their Orange masters. 


This wasthe instrument through which 


| British imperialism, aligned with Orange 
capital, denied the Irish people the right 
' to self determination, imprisoned the 


Catholic minority within the Orange 
sectarian statelet and simultaneously laid 
prostrate the Irish working class within 
two sectarian and clerically-dominated 
states. British and Irish 
capitalism,whatever their political dif- 
ferences down the years, have benefited 
enormously at the expense of all workers. 


Militant’s fantasy that the political 
outlook of Protestant and Catholic work- 
ers—Loyalism and Nationalism respec- 
tively—somehow evaporates on the shop 
floor is the most cretinous economism 
that plays directly into the hands of the 


_ trade union bureaucrats. For it means 





that they consciously refuse to recognise 


| that the crucial questions that affect in 
| particular the anti-unionist minority, like 


repression, the role of the UDR and RUC, 
special courts, shoot-to-kill etc., consti- 
tute the real starting point for a trade 


union and working class campaign against | 


imperialism. 

Andthat lets the bureaucrats completely 
off the hook, while permitting them occa- 
sionally, like the NIPSA leadership last 
November, to hold a special conference on 
sectarianism in the workplace, the re- 


sults of which were so platitudinously | 


irrelevant that Militant couldn’t even 
report its conclusions in the December- 
January edition. 


But taking up the issues that affect in 
particular the Catholic minority, and 
which directly flow from the national 
question, does not mean following the 
example of the equally abstract and bar- 
ren exercise of republican-inspired at- 
tempts to have motions passed at trade 
union conferences calling for trade union 
support for a ‘united Ireland’. 


Such a position means nothing more 


than lining up the trade union and work- 





New Attacks on 
Women's Rights 


START OFF WITH EIGHT OR NiNE 


ing class movement behind the bankrupt | 


politics of Sinn Féin and its illusions in a 
‘democratic’ stage on the road to social- 
ism. In concrete terms such a position 
simply allows the ICTU bureaucrats to 
play upon the fact that, if successful, such 
resolutions would strengthen the hand of 
the most rabid Ulster Loyalists determi- 
nation to split the Irish working class 
movement, without advancing one iota 
the actual conditions of the minority 
against their oppressors in the North. 


Issues like repression, repressive legis- 
lation, special courts etc., the role of the 
RUC and UDR and the whole obscene 
panopoly of anti-democratic regimes North 
and South must become the focus for 
building a genuine working class answer 
in each and every union throughout the 
island. But not to achieve a united capi- 


talist Ireland. It must be an integral part | 
of the struggle for working class power | 


and the overthrow of capitalism 


To make this fight more effective, the 
building of such a campaign has to be 
linked to the savage social and economic 
attacks on the living standards of all 
workers North and South by the Thatcher 
and Haughey governments, as they seek 
to make us bale out once more their own 
crisis-prone systems. 





The lessons of the small but significant | 


Trade Union Campaign Against Repres- 
sion in the late 70s have to be built upon. 
It pointed the way for an independent 
working class solution to the national 


question before it was subordinated to the | 


Relative Action Committees (RACs) by 
republicans and centrists alike. 


The tasks begun and sidetracked then | 


remain to be taken up today—to mobilise 
the nucleus of a working class struggle 
against repression within the trade union 


movement; to fight for concrete action | 


against state repression; wage a battle for 


the hearts of the Irish working class con- | 


fused, alienated and left passive in the 
face of twenty years of poisonous pro- 
imperialist propaganda.@ 
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THE RIGHT of women to 
control their fertility has 


| come under a new legal 
| attackinthe guilty verdict 


handed down against the 
Irish Family Planning 
Association for selling a 
condom in the Virgin 
youth music store in Dub- 
lin. Under the 1985 Health 
& Family Planning Act 
non-medical contracep- 
tives can only be sold to 
over 18s in licensed out- 
lets, usually chemists and 
doctors. 


Despite the Aids epidemic, 
the right-wing fundamental- 
ists have moved to have this 


law rigidly enforced as part of 


their general offensive against 
contraception and abortion. It 
is an act of sheer criminality 
against the welfare of youth 
and women in pursuit of a 
moral dictatorship. 


The legal basis which made 
this possible was enacted by 
the Labour Party, in coalition 
with Fine Gael. At the time 
they boasted that it was a 
great step forward from 
Haughey’s previous ‘Irish so- 
lution’ which restricted 
contraception solely to mar- 
ried couples! 


The IFPA’s response is to 
produce a Charter of Sexual 
Family Planning Rights for 
endorsement by unions, 
women’s groupsetc. Whatever 
the educational merits of such 
a Charter, it remains a pious 
sentiment in the face of a 
poweful and determined en- 
emy. 


At the same time mobilisa- 
tions around the right to Abor- 
tion Information have de- 
clined as the young careerists 
at the head of the Union of 
Students in Ireland counted 








PLANNING 


their publicity gains and shut 
down any further action. 
Sadly the subsequent attempt 
to gather some of the forces 
for a continued campaign 
proved to be politically limp 
and less than democratically 
organised. 


On foot of a public meeting 
on Women’s Day a campaign 
committee was formed which 
was extremely selective in 
whom itinvited along, despite 
assuring all in attendance 
that they would be invited to 
further meetings. The SWM 
was a key agent in this sec- 
tarian manoeuvre. When they 
then advertised a “conference” 
on 5 May in Dublin the plat- 
form speakers took three- 
quarters of the time, some 
discussion and no resolutions. 
It was appropriate, after such 
an utterly apolitical and un- 
democratic approach tobuild- 
ing a campaign, that the or- 
ganisers should think their 
time better spent giving out 
leaflets on the street—to 





AND HAVE THE REST LATER... 


‘CATHOLIC FAMILY 
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which the meeting adjourned. 


The scale and importance 
of the issues raised by the anti- 
woman offensive demand a 
serious political approach. 
Isolated: acts of ‘defiance’ are 
no substitute for a campaign 
which fights to rally forces 
around a political platform to 
force the Irish state to repeal 
the legal basis for banning 
abortion information.In the 
context of such a campaign 
around clear political de- 
mands, defiance of the law 
and defence of anyone victim- 
ised, will be vital elements in 
the struggle.Such acampaign 
should immediately fight to 
mobilise in defiance of any 
payment of Court damages to 
SPUC at the expense of the 
student leaders. 


Such a fight cannot ignore 
to also take up at the same 
time the key demands on 
contraception and sex educa- 
tion which can both broaden 
its support and more effec- 
tively combat the enemy. 





Republican 
Spectacle 


THE EULOGIES showered onthe 
late Cardinal O’Fiach by the Irish 
and British bourgeoisie were 


_ entirely appropriate. 


After all he was one of them, 
the most powerful representa- 
tive of the Irish Catholic Church 
and a vital force in maintaining 
that institution's historical role 
as the key pillar of the capitalist 
establishment in Ireland. 


O'Fiachwas, undoubtedly, the 
unrivalled example of the sanc- 
timonious hypocrisy so typical 
ofthe Irish catholic church. None 
of his fellow prelates came within 
a mile of mastering his knack of 
“hail fellow-well-met” unctuous 
“concern” for the poor, the un- 
employed, the anti-unionists etc, 
while simultaneously represent- 
ing the most hardline wing of 
bigoted Catholic fundamental- 
ism. 


Little wonder then that the 
bourgeoisie lauded praise on 
him, this arch defender of reac- 
tionary Catholic values in educa- 
tion, the oppression of women, 
the rights of property, the duties 
of the worker and the “sin” of 
armed struggle 





But the spectacle of the lead- 
ers of the so called secularist 
republican movement—McGuin- 
ness and Adams—at his funeral 
and their stomach-turning 
“praise” for his “strong nation- 
alist philosophy” must have had 
Wolfe Tone turning in his grave. 


As in the H-block struggle 
when O'Fiach and his priests— 
with Sinn Féin’s blessing— 
played a key role in undermining 
the whole tragic struggle, Sinn 
Féin’s nationalism once more 
blinds it to the deadliest ene- 
mies of the exploited and op 
pressed on this island. 


The constitutional nationalist 
O'Fiach, acutely alert tothe need 
to protect his church from the 
alienation of the anti-unionist 
working class in the north, bra- 
zenly and cynically played upon 
all their nationalist illusions in 
order to confuse and weaken 
the struggle from within. 


“Without O’Fiach they would 
have been in a far far worse 
position” (McGuinness, Sunday 
Tribune, 20.5.90). Indeed. He 
might well have added that with- 
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out the republican movement 
and illusions in O’Fiach such as 
those of McGuinness and 
Adams the Catholic Church 
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would have been in an even | 


worse position. 


But for that to happen the | 


republican movement would 
have to recognise in word and 
deed that national oppression 
has its roots in capitalism. Only 
a Strategy which places the 
mobilisation ofthe anti-unionist 
working class north and south 
at its very centre can create the 


forces for victory that can draw | 


sections of Protestant workers 
into the battle fora secular Irish 
workers’ state. 


Within the last ten years the | 
republican movement has loudly | 


proclaimedits socialism, its rec- 
Ognition and concern for 
women's oppression, its inter- 
est in appealing to Protestants 
etc. Nothing could have under- 


mined more graphically these | 


claims thanthe statements and 
actions of the republican move- 
ment’s leadership over Cardi- 
nal O'Fiach.@ 
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A BILL aimed at restrict- 


ing the power of the Irish 


trade union movement is 
due to be enacted over the 
Summer months. It al- 
ready has the backing of 
the Irish Congress of Trade 
Unions (ICTU) whose 
leader, Peter Cassells, ex- 
pressed himself as 
“broadly happy” with this 
attack on the ability of 


organised worker to 
struggle 


effectively 
against the bosses. The Bill 
has got to be stopped. 


“A low key approach” is how 
the media characterised 
ICTU’s response to the Indus- 
trial Relations Bill which one 
trade union leader has de- 
scribed as “the worse dilution 
of workers rights in the his- 
tory of the state”. As far back 
as April 1988 Class Struggle 
(No. 6) reported on: 


secret negotiations behind 
the backs of the member- 
ship ... between ICTU offi- 
cials and the Fianna Fail 
government ... to seriously 
limit the ability of workers 
to take industrial action. 


The key areas of attack 
which we warned against 
then—secret ballots, secon- 
dary picketing, injunctions 
and the removal of immu- 
nity—figure prominently in 
the proposed legislation. 


Secret ballots would be 
mandatory before any indus- 
trial action could by taken. 
Trade unions are sanctioned 
to amend their rule books 
accordingly, with or without 
the consent of the member- 
ship. Those failing to comply 
will have their licences re- 
voked. 


In the Dail Labour’s Dep- 
uty O’Sullivan sprang to the 
defence of the union leader- 
ship, too spineless to stand on 
their own feet. He pointed to 
the difficulties of a speedy 
response by officials under 
circumstances of an all en- 
compassing secret ballot re- 
quirement. “A limited form of 
industrial action should be 
possible”, he suggested “pro- 
vided a secret ballot is con- 
ducted within seven days of 
the commencement of action”. 
Fighting talk indeed! 


Genuine Democracy 


Not for him the genuine 
democracy of voting by an open 
show of hands. For, as was 
outlinedin Class Struggle No. 
6, what is at stake here is: 


precisely to isolate individ- 
ual workers from collective 
decision, to isolate them 
from the arguments and 
debates within the rankand 
file meeting collectively. It 
aims increasingly to force 
them to make their decisions 
according to what they read 
and hear in the capitalist 
controlled media. 


To cap it all the Bill would 
also give controlling bodies in 
the unions “full discretion in 
sanctioning or supporting a 
strike ...notwithstanding that 


| the majority of those votingin 
| the ballot 


... favour such 
strike”. Heads I win, tails you 
lose! And should a strike bal- 
lot be carried against all the 


| odds and should it further be 





supported by the leadership, 
management must still be 
given one week’s notice of any 
such action — all the better 
for them to lay their plans to 
break the strike. 


Other provisions in the Bill 
severely restrict secondary 
picketing. It would be permis- 
sible only where workers in 
dispute have a “reasonable” 
belief that the second em- 
ployer is “directly assisting” 
the employer who is party to 
the dispute for the “purpose of 
frustrating the strike or any 
other industrial action.”. In 
other words, the onus will be 
on the workers to show that 
the employer set out to delib- 
erately undermine the strike 
and that he had the assis- 
tance of another employer. 


But even presuming that 
workers surmount these legal 
obstacles, only those directly 
involved in the dispute could, 
henceforth, legally picket. 
This outlaws the practice of 
solidarity picketing — a 
weapon vital to the class 
struggle — whereby picket 
lines can be augmented by 
union members from other 
workplaces. The implied, 
threat to the ICTU second- 
tier All Out Picketisvery real. 
Workers of other unions re- 
fusing to pass a workplace 
picketin situations where they 
themselves had not been bal- 
loted as well would be break- 
ing the law. 


The trade union bureau- 
crats are trying to sell the Bill 
as a lesser evil as against the 
employers’ aim of smashing 
secondary picketing alto- 
gether. The much talked about 
restrictions on employers’ 
access toinjunctions turns out 
to be amere smokescreen. Far 
from abolishing the system of 
ex parte injunctions, where the 
bosses’ case is put in the ab- 
sence of any worker represen- 
tatives, the new proposals 
require only that theemployer 


tion to seek an injunction. 


Immunity from damages 
arising out of trades disputes 
isalong established rightever 
since the 1906 Trade Dispute 
Act. Under the terms of the 
IRB it too, comes under at- 
tack. Unofficial strikes (or 
strikes where action is taken 
without going through the 
procedures) and inter-union 
disputes will be actionable. 
This means that workerscould 
be liable to pay damages to 
their employers or even face a 
period in prison. Nor is there 
any guarantee that unions will 
beimmunefrom actions taken 


by third parties affected by dealing with anti-PNR mo- 


| tions on the day, the Chair at 


disputes. 


Added to all this are provi- 
sions that deal with the gov- 
ernment’s labour relations 
machinery, all meant to maxi- 
mise state interference in 
trade union affairs. As against 
this prepared onslaught on 
the rights of workers, not one 
single march or not one day of 
action has been called by the 
union leadership. Not even a 
genuflection in the direction 
of a special conference to dis- 
cuss the issues. 
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this burst of activity, however, 
is the concern of the ICTU 
leadership to seek “practical” 
changes “to ensure the effec- 
tive working of the proposed 
legislation”. Their fear is that 
any workers’ resistance to 
these draconian measures will 
damage the present cosy rela- 
tionship under the PNR and 
the possibilities of anew PNR 
later this year. When Fine 
Gael’s Jim Mitchell suggested 
an amendment that would 
delay strike action for up to 
thirty days in the case of ac- 
tions where non-Congress 
unions were involved, the si- 
lence from Congress was deaf- 
ening. 


Treacherous Welcome 


The treacherous welcome 
which ICTU affords this Bill 
is not difficult toexplain. They 
are not opposed to secret bal- 
lots, increasingly resorting to 
them to harness support from 
the most passive and conser- 
vative elements in the work- 
ingclassmovement. The main 
attraction of the IRB is the 


STOP THE IRB! 


extent that it ties future ac- 
tions to Head Office approval; 
strengthening the reins ofcon- 
trol over the members gener- 
ally. All things considered, it’s 
going to make life easier for 
the new breed of hushpuppied 
bureaucrats. That’s why they 
cannot get the noose round 
our necks quick enough. 


We need to see this Bill as 
part of the classcollaboration- 
ist PNR swindle with the 
Fianna Fail government. It 
committed both sides to enter 
discussions “about changes in 
industrial relations which 
would provide a better frame- 
work for collective bargaining 
and help to create conditions 
for employment-generating 
investment”. The IRBisachild 
of this marriage of conven- 
ience. It has to be seen as 
preparation by the Irish bour- 
geoisie for continued attacks 
on workers’ living standards 
necessary in the razor sharp 
international competition that 
1992 will bring. The Irish boss 
class are ruthlessly deter- 
mined to survive at the ex- 
pense of Irish workers and 
their families. 
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Defend 
The Right 
lo Strike! 


Congress must be forced to 
demand withdrawal of the Bill 
from the Dail. Resolutions in 
every workplace and branch 
must be passed againstit. The 
demand on Congress to mobi- 
lise against the Bill must be 
taken up in every existing 
struggle—asin Waterford, the 
Irish Press, Penn Chemicals, 
the campaign against the 
PNR. ICTU must be forced 


CPSU CONFERENCE 


0’ 


DELEGATES atthe annual 
conference of Ireland’s 
largest civil service union 
—the CPSU—heard their 
leader argue that the un- 
ion would oppose talks on 
a new Programme for 
National Recovery (PNR) 
unless “sufficient prog- 
ress” was made. This 





_Johnny-come-lately criti- 
| cism of the PNR was hypo- 
inform the union of his inten- | 
ering that O’Dowd, CPSU 
| General Secretary, is one 


True, there hasbeenaflurry | 


of activity around amend- 
ments recently as the Bill goes 
through its committee stage 
in the Dail. What lies behind 





critical posturing, consid- 


ofthe most ardent backers 
of that programme. 


Early this year, and with- 
out consulting the member- 
ship, the union decided at 
executive level how its puppet 
delegates would vote at the 
special ICTU conference. 
O’Dowd was to the fore in 
campaigning for a yes vote. It 
is rumoured that as recently 
as a week before the mid May 
conference, the Executive 
decided to back talks on a 
second PNR. 


However, when it came to 


- first used a procedural device 


to avoid taking them. If it 
hadn’t been for the insistence 
of some delegates on suspend- 
ing standing orders, the de- 
bate would never have taken 
place. 


Cornered 


Once cornered in this man- 
ner, O’Dowd could not avoid 
mouthing a few brave words. 
He has consistently put the 
issues of low pay and grade re- 
structuring to the forefront of 
his slick media campaigns. In 
many respects he has been 


responsible for increasing 
expectations among public 
sectors workers. 


How could anybody seri- 
ously argue for an improve- 
ment in pay or promotion 
prospects (both sore points in 
the public sector) while work- 
ers are restricted from exer- 
cising the right to strike? Yet 
this is precisely what is en- 
tailed in the present PNR 
which O’Dowd has fully 
backed. In the end what re- 
ally put the skids under him 
was the obvious welter of anti- 
PNR feeling that has grown 
significantly among the 
membership His newly ac- 
quired reservations about the 
PNR are nothing but acynical 
exercise in playing along with 
these sentiments. 


O’Dowd warned that lack of 
progress could lead to ballots 
for industrial action the au- 
tumn. Is that a promise or a 
threat, we may well ask? 
Clearly he is worried that the 
membership will reject such 
an agreement and is signal- 
ling to Haughey & Co. the 
need for further concessions. 
All this foliows desperate pre- 
conference manoeuvres by the 
executive to get the anti-PNR 
motions resubmitted. Watch 
what they do, not what they 
say. 


A motion from An Post— 
sponsored at Branch level by 
a member of the [WG—ruled 
out support for any national 
wage agreement which would 
restrict the right tostrike. This 
‘was overwhelmingly endorsed 
lby delegates as was the case 
‘with another motion which 
rejected any future pro- 
gramme that would include 
phased pay increases. 


owd Posturing 


Another IWG sponsored 
motion, supporting student 
provision of abortion informa- 
tion and condemning SPUC, 
was also easily passed. But it 
was the issue of privatization 
that would prove most contro- 
versial. 


Privatisation 


An emergency motion from 
the An Post Branch Commit- 
tee condemning privatization, 
was amended by an IWG 
member at Committee level 
before it went to conference. 
This was done in order to add 
a vital clause prohibiting pri- 
vatization via the backdoor. It 
called specifically for opposi- 
tion to partial sales, de-regu- 
lation and partnerships with 
private capital, a tried and 
tested way for the bureacrats 
to go along with privatisation 
in practice. 


Predicatably, the amend- 
ment was opposed by a Work- 
ers Party member who, fully 
in step with his party’s lurch 
to the right, couldn’t stomach 
the opposition to partnerships 
with private capital. Despite 
this it was passed at branch 
level. At conference the. de- 
bate on the An Post motion 
fairly polarized discussion and 
clearly identified those who 
really wanted sharp resis- 
tance as opposed to those who 
merely wanted tomouth plati- 
tudes. 


Even before it got to the 
conference floor the Chair, 
having failed to get the An 
Post delegates to refer back 
the motion, tried to have it 
remitted by the conference. 
And when it was pointed out 
this was in breach of union 


rules, he had to be forced to 





from their snivelling retreat 


and onto the offensive. But we | 


must have no illusions in how 
far these traitors will go. What 
is needed is an independent 


rank and file movement to mo- | 


bilise against the bosses’ at- 
tacks in particular, to defeat 
the Bill and kick out the bu- 
reaucrats undermine the abil- 


ity of the movement to defend | 


itself. 





take a show of hands. During 
the debate it was pointed out 
the recent ICTU policy docu- 
ment on privatisation which 
concedes the case for it in 
“certain” circumstances (put 
together without consultation 
with the members) repre- 


sented a complete U-turn of 


previous policy. 


Some delegates argued that 
partnerships with private 
capital already exist in the 
public sector and that they 
work very successfully. But 
this is pure self-delusion. For, 
as the experience of British 
Telecom so clearly shows, the 
highly profitable joint ven- 
tures meant shedding jobs, 
worsening conditions and 
lowering wages. 


That the motion was even- 


tually defeated by 116 to 83 | 


votes was due primarily to an 
impassioned plea from 
O’Dowd. He argued that the 
motion should be opposed 
because it critized the ICTU, 
and that as he was directly 
involved in drafting the rele- 
vant document, the motion 
was indirectly an attack on 
him. How right he was! He 


claimed that the ICTU docu- | 


ment had been “misinter- 
preted”. By demogogically 
putting his own credibility on 
line, he was able to sway 
enough delegates from enter- 


prises where the danger of | 


privatization is notso obvious 
yet. 

Despite this, Conference did 
adopt a resolution opposing 


any further attempts by the | 


government to privatise semi- 


state bodies. Now that a start | 
has been made, it is all the | 


more vital to build a fight 
around the key issues raised 
there. The pressure must be 
kept up. To do that, it will be 
necessary to build joint com- 
mittees to co-ordinate the 
work among activists in the 
different branches of the un- 
ion as the first step to building 
a rank and file opposition to 
tackle both the Haughey gov- 
ernment and the ICTU union 
bosses. 
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AN EVENT that could 
prove of earth shattering 
significance took place in 
the Siberian mining town 
of Novokuznetsk from 30 
April to 2 May. Delegates 
from 70 independent work- 
ers’ committees gathered 
in the town which symbol- 


| ises the struggle of Sibe- 


rian miners against the 
Soviet bureaucracy. They 
celebrated International 


Workers Day by forming 


the Confederation of La- 
bour of the USSR. 


According to the mandate 
commission 64% of the dele- 
gates were blue-collar work- 
ers and 24.4% were clerical 
workers. The majority of the 
delegates were not party 
members. However the cen- 
tral authorities took the con- 
ference so seriously that the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR 


| and the Russian Republic, the 


central Committee of the offi- 
cial State Union, the Council 
of Ministers and the Central 


| Committee of the Communist 


Party and Young Communist 


League all sent accredited 


observers. All major Soviet 
papers reported the Congress. 


| Arguments And Facts—the 


paper with the largest circu- 


| lation in the world—reported 


the calling of the Congress as 
its front-page lead story. 


While delegations were pri- 








marily from Russian workers’ 
organisations, delegations 
were also present from the 
Union of Workers of Lithu- 
ania, from Ukraine and from 
Latvia. “Shield”, the independ- 
ent soldier’s union sent dele- 
gates. Guests included repre- 
sentatives of Polish Solidar- 
ity and Militant tendency 
supporter, Terry Fields MP. 


In an encouraging display 
of rea] proletarian interna- 
tionalism the delegates 
marked May Day itself with a 
resolution in support of Lithu- 
ania. Only three delegates 
voted against. The resolution 
declared that: 

Based on the principle of 
workers solidarity and social 
justice the Congress demands 
the immediate end to the 
economic and political 


blockades. 


It called for discussion be- 
tween the Soviet and Lithu- 
anian governments without 
conditions and in a form that 
strengthens the quality of 
relations between the Repub- 
lics. Inacall toSoviet workers 
it argued that: 

Only our solidarity with the 
people of Lithuaniacan create 
freedom both for Lithuania 
and for other people of our 
countries. 


It called on workers to bust 
Gorbachev’s blockade 


through: 


DEFENCE OF 





Soviet 
Workers 
Mobilise 


Work collectives who have 
economic links with 
Lithuania, to continue and 
deepen those links on the basis 
of direct trade relations. 


For a Market 
Economy? 


However, at the heart ofthe 
Congress was lodged a major 
contradiction. Speaker after 
speaker saw the task of the 
Confederation as being the 
defense of workers’ interests 
and the independence of their 
organisations. On the evening 
of 1 May the founding decla- 
ration announced the Confed- 


eration’s aims to be: 
Actively defending the rights, 
freedom and interests of the 
toilers, the transformation of 
society on the road to 
democracy, humanism and 
social justice. 


In a resolution passed in 
relation to the government, 
Congress called for “the sub- 
ordination of the interests of 
party state bureaucracy to 
dialogue with the working 
class.” 


But this sharp defence of 
workers’ interests and an 
independent working class 
force is bound to be in evident 
tension with the dominant 


economic programme voiced 
at the Congress by keynote 
speakers. Most accepted the 
desirability and inevitability 
of a transition to a market 
economy. However, the enter- 
prises within this market 
economy were to be managed 
by the workers’ committees 
themselves. 


In his introductory speech 
the President of the Kenerovsk 
Oblast Committee of the 
Kuzbass Workers’ Commit- 
tee—Vyacheslav Golikov— 
argued that Gorbachev’s 
“revolution from above” had 
only thrown Soviet societyinto 
deeper crisis. It was meeting 


planned economy 


THE DRAMATIC collapse 


and overthrow of Stalin- 
ism has its roots in the 
bankruptcy of the ‘bar- 
racks’ economy masquer- 
ading as socialism in the 
Eastern bloc and espe- 
cially in the Soviet Union. 
Predictably the apologists 
of capitalism gloat over 
this opportunity to rub- 
bish the very idea of a 


_ planned economy in order 
to discredit the socialist 


goal of basing human soci- 
ety upon the principle of 
human co-operation. 


Stalinism has made ‘Social- 
ist planningsynonymous with 
shortages, queues, the black 
market and poor quality 
goods. It also has made it a 
byword for stagnation, bu- 
reaucratic mismanagement 
and corruption. The cynical 
bourgeois media peddle the 
lie that chaos, waste and inef- 
ficiency are the natural and 
inevitable result of any social- 
ist project to abolish the capi- 
talist market as the decisive 
regulator of economic life. 


Millions of workers in the 
East understandably share 
these views asa result of their 
experience. All the more so as 
many of those bureaucrats 
who once grew fat on bureau- 
cratic planning have now, to 
save their skins, become the 
most strident advocates of the 
market. Similarly in the west, 
workers have witnessed the 
revolting spectacle of Commu- 
mist parties who for years 
boasted of the successes of 
socialist East Germany, Bul- 
garia, Romania now lyrically 


extolling the ‘virtues’ of the 
market—deceitfully suggest- 
ing that the market can be 
made to serve the workers 
rather than the capitalists by 
arguing for a so-called ‘social’ 
market. 


Planning And 
Socialism 


The whole history of work- 
ing class struggle against the 
exploitation, wars, ravages 
and waste of capitalism has 
established the key socialist 
principle that in the epoch of 
capitalism humanity as a 
whole can only make genuine 
and lasting progress by estab- 
lishing a society where com- 
mon ownership, democratic 
administration and social 
equality are the rule. 


Drawing upon theideas and 
practices of the ‘utopian so- 
cialists’ of the early 19th cen- 
tury, Marx in the Communist 
Manifesto (1848) and the Cri- 
tique of the Gotha Programme 
took it as fundamental that 
the future socialist or commu- 
nist economy should be 
plannedcomprehensively and 
democratically. But unlike the 
utopians, Marx and Engels 
saw state ownership—nation- 
alization—as a historical 
stage necessary for the estab- 
lishment first of socialism and 
then, with the withering away 
of the state itself, communism. 
They argued that the key to 
socialist planning lay in the 
working class establishing its 
own political rule—the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat over 


bourgeois society so that it 
might centralize all instru- 
ments of production in its 
hands as a condition for their 
development. 


Writing in the 19th century 
Marx and Engels viewed the 
more technically advanced 
countries Germany, England, 
France and the USA as the 
most likely candidates for 
social revolutions. The devel- 
oping integration of a world 
capitalist economic order, with 
its international division of 
labour, made it impossible that 
a workers’ state in a back- 
ward country, and ultimately 
even in an advanced capital- 
ist country, could survive in 
isolation from the higher lev- 
els of productivity of a world 
economy. The economic foun- 
dations ofaclassless and state- 
less society could not be con- 
solidated in one country (or 
even a group of countries) as 
long as the broader world 
economy remained under the 
rule of the bourgeoisie. The 
transition period to socialism 
after the seizure of power by 
the working class in any par- 
ticular country must also be a 
period of internationalization 
of the workers revolution if it 
is not to be defeated or forced 
into monstrous degeneration. 


The first socialist revolu- 
tion occured in backward, 
feudal, overwhelmingly peas- 
ant Russian empire, with a 
tiny but politically developed, 
proletariat. Its first tasks in- 
cluded to progressively nation- 
alize the key productive forces, 
the capitalist monopolies and 
to control] trade with external 


capitalism. These were neces- 
sary steps to begin subordi- 
nating the essential dynamic 
of capitalism (the capitalist 
‘law of value’) to the principle 
of conscious planning of pro- 
duction for human need rather 
than profit. 


The Market Versus 
Workers Democracy 


The key feature of capital- 
ism is that machinery, mate- 
rials, labour, consumer goods 
etc. are produced and ex- 
changed as commodities solely 
in terms of their exchange 
value, and solely with a view 
to maximising profit. The 
capitalist law of value is the 
action of the market in per- 
petually forcing the price of 
every commodity down (or up) 
to the level of its real cost of 
production—its ‘value’, which 
ultimately depends on the 
level of exploitation of wage- 
workers. This constant move- 
ment also continuously forces 
investment to move to wher- 
ever it will make the highest 
rate of profit. Capitalists 
whose investment policies 
defy this pressure of the mar- 
ket will soon be eliminated by 
competition. The whole sys- 
tem thus becomes the “war of 
all against each” for the sake 
of greater and greater accu- 
mulation of capital in the 
hands of the most powerful 


-monopolies, the most innova- 


tive small capitalists or the 
most brutal exploiters. 


Under capitalism the allo- 
cation of society’s resouces for 
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new economic development is 
thus driven by the profit 
motive irrespective of any 
consideration of how socially 
undesireable may be the ar- 
eas selected by the market for 
further development. Thus, 
for example, arms, cars and 
consumer electronics attract 
huge investment, rapid turn- 
over of new designs or even 
rapid lowering of prices while 
hunger dominates huge areas 
of the globe, public transport 
is neglected and vital medi- 
cines cost a fortune. By expro- 
priating the capitalists, con- 
trolling trade with the capi- 
talist world and beginning to 
plan the allocation of invest- 
ment to the different sectors, 
the workers’ state begins to 
abolish the dominance of the 
market in the most crucial 
sphere. 


But even in the hands of a 
workers’ state based on a 
highly developed and ad- 
vanced industrial economy 
such initial measures would 
not in themselves continue to 
drive forward the economy in 
a socialist direction that could 
keep pace with, let alone over- 
take, the capitalist dynamic 
for ‘development’—the profit 
motive. The socialist mode of 
production can only be devel- 
oped when it is driven for- 
ward by its own unique dy- 
namic force—the democratic 
control and initiative of the 
masses of ordinary working 
people at every level of soci- 
ety, working out and agreeing 
the targets and priorities in 
every sphere, assessing and 
adjusting performance, initi- 
ating new methods etc. con- 





OO —————— 





massive resistance from the 


conservative apparatus. 
Hence the need for initiatives 
from “below”. But what was to 
be the goal of this initiative 
from below? It was to achieve 
the market relations that the 
authorities cannot guarantee. 


The Soviet workers hate the 
stifling planned economy that 
starves them both of initia- 
tive and of basic foodstuffs. It 
should not surprise us that 
the Congress failed to resolve 
the contradictions between 
accepting the inevitability of 
a market economy and its 
determination to defend work- 
ers interests. It rightly recog- 
nises that: 

Ifour country proceeds along 
the road toa market economy 
the need to fight for the 
conditions and the rights of 
the workers will be sharply 
posed. 


It correctly argues that if 
the workers were not inde- 
pendently organised and pre- 
pared to struggle: 


The entire burden of the 
inevitable reformsin the econ- 
omy will fall on the workers’ 
shoulders. 


However, the Congress still 
voted for a compromise be- 
tween the introduction of the 
market and the defence of 
workers’ interests. As the 
protocol declared: 





stantly and at every level. The 
reactionary nature of the 
Stalinist model has been two- 
fold. Not only has it used vast 
armies of forces labour tocatch 
up on capitalism in isolation 
from its more productive in- 
ternational division of labour, 
but crucially, it has system- 
atically crushed the only pos- 
sible dynamic which could 
develop the economy in a bal- 
anced way—the democratic 
control of planning and pro- 
duction by the producers! 


There can be no progressive 
lessening of inequality, nofinal 
triumph of the conscious plan- 
ning principle over the capi- 


ee 
ee 





talist law of value, no wither- 
ing away of the state except in 
the hands of the proletariat 
democratically organised to 
exercise its own power. The 
emancipation of the working 
class remains the “task of the 
workers themselves”. 
Whether the property-forms 
in a post-capitalist society can 
begin to be. described as so- 
cialist depends on whether or 
not the direction of the whole 
system is genuinely towards 
the triumph of conscious plan- 
ning for the construction of a 
society based on the principle 
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We are in favour of the 
development of regularised 
market relations as long as 
they are attainable within a 
broad social programme for 
the defence and improvement 
of workers’ living conditions. 


Political Tendencies 


In reality, proposals for 
marketisation and for the 
defence of workers’ interests 
sitin stark contrast with each 
other; marketisation will 
mean job losses, inflation and 
the deterioration of working 
conditions. It might fight the 
bureaucratic old guard, but it 
won't meet the need of Soviet 
workers. Workers’ manage- 
ment of the enterprises and 
mines will not attract foreign 
capital investment. Interna- 
tional capitalism is not inter- 
ested in investing in enter- 
prises where there is an effec- 
tive workers’ veto on manage- 
ment decisions. 


That is why the new Con- 
federation must set full course 
to take the planned economy 
of the USSR into the hands of 
the workers themselves; this 
must be done in a planned 
and democratically central- 
ised manner. Many voices 
against such prespectives 
were raised at the Congress. 
The new Social Democratic As- 
sociation (SDA) were repre- 


of “from each according to his 
ability, to each according to 
his need”. 


Without direct control by 
the proletariat there is no 
longer any guarantee against 
the emergence of a distinct 
caste of bureaucrats who will 
concentrate the monopoly of 
force in their own hands and 
defend their own privileges 
against the working class. In 
the Soviet Union the revolu- 
tion, under the hammer blows 
of imperialist invasion, eco- 
nomic blockade, civil war and 
famine, became more and 
more isolated as the hopes for 
revolutions in Germany and 


Europe failed. Stalin was but 
the expression of the already 
developing bureaucratic caste 
determined to preserveitsown 
privileged power against the 
interests of both the workers’ 
movement and even against 
any internal threat of resur- 
gent capitalism among the 
richer peasantry. Politically 
his faction carried out a 
counter-revolution against 
workers’ democracy at home 
and atthe expense of workers’ 
revolution abroad, murdering 
and purging the whole revolu- 
tionary generation of Bolshe- 





sented by Rumyantsev whois 
an open marketeer. ‘The voice 
of the new “People’s Demo- 
cratic Party of Russia” was 
also heard in favour of Rus- 
sian separatism. Perhaps 
more ominously an organisa- 
tion called MTS “Natsionalmo 
Trudovoy Soyuz” which is 
tainted by collaboration with 
the Nazi occupiers, had a 
vociferous minority at the 
Congress. 


Militant (Britian) on 18 
May reported Terry Fields’ 
reception at the Congress. 
They claimed that “Every 
phrase was greeted with warm 
applause”. This is not true. 
His attempt to state the woes 
and miseries of British work- 
ers under capitalism did not 
receive a warm or sympathetic 
response from this audience 
of Soviet workers. In fact at 
many points in his speech the 
audience gave Terry Fields a 
rough ride. 


After years of repression in 
a “socialist state” millions of 
Soviet workers are looking for 
a way out of their present cycle 
of repression and misery. 
Many had illusions in a mar- 
ket economy, which they be- 
lieve they can run themselves 
because there are no native 
capitalists able to buy up their 
enterprises. In the name of 
“democracy” and “self-man- 
agement” many now embrace 


vik leaders who had fought for 
genuine communist interna- 
tionalism under Lenin and 


Trotsky. 


By 1928 Stalin embarked 
upon the monstrous obscen- 
ity ofbureaucratically planned 
industrialization as the only 
means of persevering his caste 
rule from both the working 
class within and the threat of 
imperialist invasion from 
outside. 


Bureaucratic Planning 


Any rational system of plan- 
ning for human need has to be 





not only democratically con- 
trolled but also integrated, 1.e. 
centralised. Thisis necessary 
to evaluate the available re- 
sources of society how much 
energy and raw materials are 
available, how much labour 
there is to be deployed etc. 
Secondly the plan has to iden- 
tify the overall needs of soci- 
ety and propose what to pro- 
duce and how much. Without 
such centralised co-ordinated 
targets and perspectives it is 
impossible for workers at al] 
levels to evaluate proposals 
and propose modifications 





systems whose logic is mass 
unemployment, cuts in real 
wages and already inadequate 
social services. They do so in 
the belief that strong inde- 
pendent workers’ organisa- 
tions can stave off the worst 
effects of the marketand regu- 
late itin the interests of social 
justice and improved condi- 
tions for workers. 


Current events in Poland 
show all too clearly that 
marketisation and the defence 
of workers’ interests stand in 





which are necessary for final 
centralised decisions by 
elected and controllable ad- 
ministrators. 


The ‘command-planning’ 
economies of the Eastern bloc 
did not work because the 
unelected, uncontrollable and 
privileged bureaucracy car- 
ried out all these functions. It 
administered the plan with- 
out reference to workers’ 
needs. It treated them as 
merely the objects of planning 
(and as so much labour avail- 
able) rather than as the key 
agents of planning. It ignored 
the fact that workers needs at 
every level cannot be defined 
in terms of simple quantities 
of goods but by the overall 
quality of life. 


In other words, the ‘plan’ 
flowed from the bureaucrats’ 
own needs to preserve and 
extend their privileges, hide 
them from the working class 
and secure advancement 
through the apparatus of 
power. Secrecy and deception 
are crucial to this ‘command 
planning’. Complete openness 
and accountability are the key 
to democratic centralised 
planning. 


Managers advanced up the 
hierarchy if their norms set 
by the central planners were 
filled. Such norms were mostly 
measured by weight and vol- 
ume, since they were the easi- 
est for a bureaucrat to moni- 
tor and achieve. The bureau- 
crats resisted the introduction 
of any quality control tech- 
niques that threatened to 
undermine their chances of 
fulfilling the norms under the 
plan. Many of the idiocies of 
Stalinist planning flowed from 
this. For example, the bureau- 
crats resisted the introduction 
of new high quality plastic 
piping, despite its benefit to 
society, because it weighed less 
than metal and thus threat- 
ened norm fulfillment! 


Similarly with the range of 
products available. The bu- 
reaucrats sought to standard- 
ize goods in a minimum of 


ever sharper contradiction 
with one another. And the 
Polish workers have been 
doubly disarmed by the Solli- 
darnosc leadership who stand 
for marketisation and anti- 
working class austerity. 


Marketeers within the 
Kremlin bureaucracy have 
openly lamented the absence 
of a Solidarnosc in the USSR, 
which would help them sell 
their austerity packages. 


Whatever the mass prole- 


varieties, especially in con- 
sumer goods, because it re- 
duced the complications of 
production andevaluation and 
helped them to meet their 
production quotas. 


So too with scientific devel- 
opment, where the Soviet 
Union led the world in the 
number of new research pat- 
ents annually. Sophisticated 
technology and innovation of 
such new methods in mass 
production is only possible 
under conditions of flexibility, 
co-operation and initiative 
among workers. But because 
the bureaucrats feared the loss 
of control to the workforce, 
they preferred to sell the pat- 
ents to capitalism. 


Such a system could only 
survive through lies, theft and 
corruption among the bureau- 
crats they sought to retain 
maximum room to ma- 
noeuvre. Plant managers lied 
to their superiors in the min- 
istries about the resources 
they had so as to keep plan- 
ning targets low and to keep 
as many resources hidden so 
as to meet demands on them. 
Ministries competed with one 
another, just as enterprises 
did—not in the market place, 
but in bureaucratic ma- 
noeuvres. The parasitic bu- 
reaucracy only distorted and 
sabotaged planning. Its very 
existence depended upon its 
ability to ensure that the plan 
did not meet the needs of 
working class consumers. 


The strategy of ‘socialism in 
one country’ rejected by the 
whole history of Marxism but 
adopted as the watchword of 
Stalinism meant replicating 
basic industries and infra- 
structure from scratch, as 
Trotsky put it, “at three times 
the cost”. This strategy of “re- 
inventing the wheel” focused 
the whole emphasis of plan- 
ning away from consumer 
goods to the heavy industry 
sector. And when the Stalinist 
model was imposed in all the 
other “communist” coun- 
tries—with the complete sup- 
pression there also of work- 
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tarian base may say, some of 
the speakers at the Congress 
would logically have the Con- 
federation playing the same 
role as Solidarnosc, acting as 
marketeers within the bu- 
reaucracy against the conser- 
vative apparatus. That taskis 
ultimately accepting major 
attacks on the working class 
and must be rejected. The 
alternative is for the Confed- 
eration to commit itself to the 
struggle to take political and 
economic power intothe hands 


VW Ukranian Miners Protest 
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ers’ democracy—different 
national Stalinist bureaucra- 
cies duplicated yet again many 
such basic industries for their 
own national system of privi- 
leges, rather than create the 
beginnings of an international 
division of labour within the 
Stalinist bloc itself. 


The overall effects of the 
Stalinist model of ‘command 
planning’ have been graphi- 
cally underlined not only in 
the USSR —a large economy— 
but even more grotesquely in 
Ceauscescu’s Romania, Bul- 
garia and Pol Pot’s Kampu- 
chea. The strategy of retreat 
behind the economic borders 
of one nation has led to un- 
precedented disasters. 


Whereasin a healthy work- 
ers state the plan would sys- 
tematically shorten the work- 
ing week, increase productiv- 
ity, reduce prices, raise the 
quality of production and con- 
sumption and the quality of 
life and leisure, the Stalinsts 
had no need or desire to do 
this. They forced the workers 
to work harder on the same 
machines. If they sought to 
increase the volume of pro- 
duction, they built new facto- 
ries with the same type of 
machinery rather than invest 
in new technology. 


The Socialist Future 


A genuine planning system 
can. only be based on what 
Trotsky termed “a democracy 
of producers and consumers” 
1.e.a genuine workers’ democ- 
racy. Democratic planning 
would be designed to ensure 
that the different sectors of 
any economy—industrial, 
agricultural, services—would 
grow in harmony with one 
another. Working people 
themselves would ensure a 
balance was maintained be- 
tween growth in absolute 
output and the quality of both 
goods and the environment. 
Increased leisure time, pro- 
longed and repeated spells of 
education, would be weighted 





of workers’ councils. Such a 
solution could not be based on 
the market but only on demo- 
cratically organised planning 
of production and distribution. 


Long Hot Month 


June is set to be a long hot 
month in the USSR. The gov- 
ernment has issued the chal- 
lenge with sweeping price 
rises. On 11 June miners’ 
representatives from every 
coalfieldin the USSR will meet 
to discuss a proposal to form 
an independent miners’ un- 
ion. They will now also be 
discussing the proposal for 
strike action against the price 
increases. On June 20 the 
Confederation meets again in 
Donetsk. They will meet ata 
time of mounting working 
class hostility against the 
sovernment. We must do eve- 
rything in our power to pre- 


vent the Confederation of | 
Labour following the path of | 


Solidarnosc. Right now that 
means active solidarity with 
the independent Soviet Work- 
ers organisations to prove that 
their only allies are the inter- 
national working class. And it 
means consciously interven- 
ing to win the argument 
against the Social Democrats 
and nationalists who would 
so mislead a reborn Soviet 
workers’ movement. 


against the length of the work- 
ing day in order to guarantee 
a balance between economic 
growth and cultural develop- 
ment. 


And all the time a healthy 
workers state would have its 
sights set upon the goal of 
international socialism. It 
would reject he perverted 
Stalinist experiment of build- 
ing ‘socialism in one country’. 
It would put resources—po- 
litical and material—into 
support for revolutionary 
movements across the globe. 
It would conclude interna- 
tional planning agreements 
with other healthy workers 
states. 


The planned economy can 
and will work. In the USSR 
and the Eastern bloc the task 
is not to restore the market— 
and thuscapitalism andanew 
bourgeoisie—but to re-estab- 
lish and develop the system of 
democratic workers’ councils 
which was permanently sup- 
pressed by Stalin. So, too all 
the other post capitalist socie- 
ties in the rest of the “commu- 
nist” bloc where capitalism 
was abolished from above with 
the aid of Stalinism while 
crushing the working class 
from the very start. The resto- 
ration of capitalism and the 





market, the discrediting of — 


planning in the eyes of the 
world’s working class would 
mean a tragic step backward 
for the world proletarian 
struggle, an enormous gain 
for capitalist imperialism. 


The revolutionary over- 
throw of the bureaucracy in 
the Eastern bloc, despite all 
its contradictions, has never- 
theless opened the road for 
the rescue and democratisa- 
tion of the planned mecha- 
nism and of unblocking the 
transition to socialism, East 
and West— on condition that 
we fight now to win the new 
anti-stalinist working class 
forces to the banner of au- 
thentic communism in a new 
Leninist Trotskyist 
International.# 
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Leaders 


THE LAST issue of CS criticised 
the manner in which a “Sotspror 
Solidarity Group” was set up in 
lreland as the exclusive prop- 
erty of the Socialist Workers 
Movement, resulting in atiny at- 
tendance at its picket ofthe Eu- 
ropean Heads of State meeting 
due to the refusal to involve 
broader forces. 


We argued that the “Socialist 
Trade Union” sotsproF was but 
one new movement in the East- 

~ em Bloc which might be included 
in genuinely open democratic 
solidarity work. The SWM's sec- 
tarian approach, however, has 
also now fallen foul of their own 
opportunism in passing off 
soTSPROF as something far 
healthier than it actually is, as 
we describe below! 


SoTspror was among the many 
tendencies vying for support in 
the newly emerging Confedera- 
tion of Labour at Novokuznetsk. 
In the west it has been linked to 
the emerging “Socialist Party” 
linked to Boris Kagarlitsky. But 
since February there has been 
open conflict between leaders 
of the two formations. 


The new Socialist Party, which 
will hold its founding confer- 
ence with small forces on 18 
June has developed a left-re- 
formist opposition to Stalinism. 
Kagarlitsky has supported the 
idea of a popular democratic 
front to oppose “market Stalin- 
ism” in a fight to reform the 
economy in the direction of 
workers self-management, but 
with the dismantling rather than 
democratisation of centralised 
planning. His group attracted 
little support at Novokuznetsk 
where the major resolutions 
were heavily influenced by the 
pro-market Social Democrats. 
While the workers expressed 
deep illusions in restoring the 
market rather than calling for a 
socialist alternative, they re- 
jected all attempts to link the 
new movement to any existing 
political party, preferring to 
mobilise as a “socio-political” 
movement, not defined as el- 
| ther a trade union or a party. 


SS) 8 CLL 


soTsproF, by contrast, is now 
more decisively than ever in the 
business of building trade un- 
ions in the style of the Dureau- 
cratised movements inthe west. 
In a long and frank interview 
with IWG its chairman Sergei 
Kramov on 22 May expressed 
his antagonism towards the 
_ socialist political activists con- 
nected with sotTsproF around 
Kagarlitsky and Volovic. 


Sporting the badge of the 

| American AFL-CIO, Kramov 
announced sotspror’s intention 
to apply at the next executive 
meeting for membership of the 
right-wing International Confea- 

_ eration of Free Trade Unions. 
The structures emerging under 
Kramov, backed up by rules 
adoptedin February, are farfrom 
concerned with rank and file 
democratic control over officials. 





Organisers are paid from 
funds levied (at anything from O 
to 10%) on commercial enter- 
prises which have been given 
legal status under the stamp of 
soTsproF. Its ability to give such 
status to otherbodies is a major 
factor in the growth of its appa- 
| ratus which comprised 60 local 
trade union bodies and 100 (!) 
commercial bodies according to 
Kramov on 22 May. One of the 


| 











Interviewed 








SOTSPROF 





affiliated organisations is 
‘Shield’ which represents a 
section of militia and military 
officers’ and their families. Its 
identifiable figures are report- 
edly retired officers, the risks 


being too great for serving offi- | 
cers to be known to belong to | 


shield 


How then could SOTSPROF 
continue to call itself “social- 
ist”? For Kramov this part of the 
union's name has now no more 
meaning than “social” or “so- 
cial democratic” as used inter- 
nationally by trade unions inthe 
ICFTU! The real political affinity 
of sotspror, he claimed, was 
with the Social Democrats and 
the Constitutional Democrats 


The main business ofitstrade 


union bodies is seen as negoti- | 


ating wage contracts, normally 
settled each February. This 
September it will organise a 
conference for union organis- 
ers to develop model contracts 


forthe next round of bargaining. | 
Stating that the government had | 


now removed the obligation of 


workers to belong to the official | 
trade unions, Kramov claimed | 


that this would mean a flood 
into sotspror, which he said had 
won for one of its own unions of 
medical workers the same Sick- 
pay benefits as formerly admini- 
stered only by the official un- 
ions. 


VW sotsprorF Rulebook 
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Rightly criticising the direc- 


tion taken by sotspror, a leader | 


of the Confederation of Anarcho 


Syndicalists told the IWG that | 


they would be forming the nu- 
cleus of their own unions, be- 
ginning in Moscow in June, prior 


to their national conference in | 


August. They claim about 400 
members and 2,000 support- 
ers. Unlike sotspror, the an- 
archo-syndicalists are unambi- 
guous about their willingness to 
constitute a part of the new 
Confederation of Labour. 


The future of SOTSPROF aS éi- 
ther a rival to the new Confed- 


eration of Labour or as part ofit | 


is unclear. Their ambition is to 
help create and win into their 
own structures future unions 
emerging among the forces 
which look to the Confederation 
of Labour, e.g. permanent un- 


ions of the miners. Their pres- | 


ent claim of “not more than 
50,000 members” (according 
to Volovic) amounts to a tiny 
force in the context of 143 mil- 
lion members of official trade 


unions in the USSR. And its | 


political direction does not 
suggest that the batallions of 
workers poised for the next 
round of struggle will look to 
SOTSPROF for leadership. 








Review: 


A Marxist Analysis of 


JAMES CO 


A SERIES of public meet- 
ings in April and May in 
Dublin, Derry, Cork and 
Galway saw the launch of 
a new book on James Con- 
nolly. Published by the 
Irish Workers Group at 
only £3.90, this compact 
work of 176 pages presents 
a powerful new analysis of 
the unique political syn- 
thesis and legacy of James 
Connolly. 


In introducing the work the 
authors conclude:— 


After the rising, Trotsky 
perceptively observed that 
the young Irish working 
class tended to swing be- 
tween syndicalism and 
nationalism in search of a 
programme. Connolly’s 
central ideological struggle 
consisted of the attempt to 
render suchimpulsesintoa 
coherent political conscious- 
ness. The wonder is that he 
achieved as muchas he did, 
given the sources and influ- 
ences that shaped his ideas. 


The book assesses these 
“sources andinfluences” as the 
key to the paradoxes of Con- 
nolly’s political struggle. His 
apprenticeship to Marxism in 
the Scottish context narrowed 
his grasp of scientific social- 
ism to an economic-determin- 
ist ‘orthodoxy’—then preva- 
lent in Britain notwithstand- 
ing Engels’ criticisms ofitasa 
wooden dogma. Nevertheless, 
under theinfluence of the Irish 
emigrant milieu of Edinburgh 
he rebelled against the ‘ortho- 
dox’ Social-Democratic atti- 
tude which relegated the Irish 
question to the margins. 


It was a time when the ef- 
fects of the new Imperialist 
epoch of capitalism were sow- 
ing confusion among Euro- 
pean socialists. Anew revolu- 
tionary wing of the Second 
International was fighting to 


| re-elaborate the socialist pro- 


gramme for the new epoch— 
especially Lenin, Trotsky and 
Luxemburg. They, too, had to 
address the new significance 
of revolutionary-democratic 
and anti-imperialist national 
struggles. But, unlike them, 
Connolly was cut off from the 
richer intellectual tradition of 
Marxism and the debates 
which developed in the conti- 
nental movement. 


In creatively seeking to 
combine theclass and national 
struggles for Ireland, impor- 
tant flaws in Connolly’s 
method expressed themselves 
in a very particular view of 





ON 28 APRIL after demonstrating 
outside the European Heads of 
State meeting In Dublin, the IWG 
took part in a public debate in TCD 
with the Spartacist League on 
“Revolution and Counter-Revolu- 
tion in Germany”. Speaking for the 
IWG’s International organisation 
(LRCI) was Richard Brenner who 
replied to Alastair Green of the 
International Communist League 
(Spartacists). 

Accusing the LRCI of having taken 
a “soft-core capitalist restoration- 
ist” position in the GDR, Green 
argued from the standpoint that the 
overthrow of capitalism in East 
Germany (and all the other over- 
tums up to Vietnam and Kampu- 





Debate With Spartacists 





the Irish nation and of Irish 
labour in history. He boldly 
claimed that the national 
struggle in Ireland was really 
the struggle of the toiling 
masses stretching across the 
millenium since the Norman 
conquest abolished the ‘com- 
munal democracy’ which he 
believed to have existed until 
the ‘foreigners’ brought the 
‘alien system’ of private prop- 
erty to Ireland. For him, the 
‘re-conquest of Ireland’ was 
thus to be also the restoration 
of the old communal valuesin 
the form of socialism. 


While this schema enabled 
him to give a central political 
emphasis tothe Irish national 
struggle, thus overcoming the 
backward outlook of British 
Marxism on the question, it 
embodied major mistakes 
which were ultimately to dis- 
arm him and blind him to the 
distinct class character of Irish 
revolutionary nationalism. 


Animpressive feature of the 
book is howit presents Marx’s 
own analyses of Ireland and 
contrast them with Connolly’s. 
This throws into sharp relief 
both Connolly’s mistakes and 
the degree to which he was cut 
off from the mainstream of 
the living Marxist tradition.A 
surprise to many readers will 
be to discover that Marx ana- 
lysed the social structures in 
ancient and pre-Norman Ire- 
land, inhis Ethnological Note- 
books, from which extensive 
material is presented to show 
how an indigenous Irish feu- 
dal system of private property 
was developing long before the 
Conquest. 


But the conflict between 
Marx and Connolly’s analysis 
isnowhere sharper than when 
they analyse the period of 
Wolfe Tone—for Marx a bour- 
geois revolutionary whose 
success would have acceler- 
ated the development of capi- 
talist private property and 
exploitation in Ireland; butfor 
Connolly he was revolution- 
ary patriot of no specific class 
character whose mission was 
to champion the social inter- 
ests of the exploited toilers. 


In fact, failing tounderstand 
the Irish national struggle as 
the striving for an 
independent bourgeois Ire- 
land, beginning in the 18th 
century, Connolly denies any 
progressive mission to the 
Irish bourgeoisie. Its ‘reform- 
ers’ he relegates to the camp 
of the imperialist thieves. Its 
‘revolutionaries’ he claims as 


chea) by the Stalinist bureaucra- 
cies had been progressive. 


The LRC! argued that the over- 
throw of capitalism in those coun- 
tries had been forced upon the re- 
luctant Stalinists and based on the 
fundamental pre-condition that they 
first crushed the working class. It 
was a major error to believe that 
Stalinism could take on a progres- 
sive chaacter at certain times. 


Green tried to confuse the issue 
by falsely claiming that the LRCI 
viewed the outcome of the Vietnam 
war as reactionary! The victory of 
that heroic people against the US 
was enormously progressive as a 
democratic struggle against imperi- 


NOLLY 


This new book on James 
Connolly presents a 
systematic Marxist analysis 
of his politics from a 
standpoint free of the 
Stalinised ‘Marxism’ of 
previous left biographies. It 
challenges both nationalist 
and eclectic ‘revisionist’ 
views of Connoily. 
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champions of the toiling 
masses. 


While these issues in 
Connolly’s historiography are 
central to the book, detailed 
attention is given also to the 
related areas of Connolly’s 
thinking on religion and on 
the family and women’s op- 
pression. This champion of 
women’s economic equality re- 
jected the right to divorce and 
railed against Bebel’s classic 
Marxist work on women’s 
oppression. And, claiming that 


socialists should ‘fight shy’ of 


all discussion of religion, he 
was politically disarmedin the 
face of the monumental ob- 
stacle of Catholic social power 
in Ireland and blind to the 
real origins of the religious 
differences which divided Irish 
workers. It argues, however 
that he was not a Christian 
Socialist, despite privately 
retaining a Christian belief. 


While Connolly is claimed 
as a founding figure by every 
political shade in both the 
labour and radical republican 
traditions in Ireland, there is 
little doubt that his life-long 
struggle was predominantly 
against capitalism and in the 
working class movement. 


His evolving conception of 


how the working class should 
come to power and put an end 
to capitalism is presented in 
terms of his Scottish experi- 
ence, hisAmerican period and 
his achievements in his sec- 


alism despite the Stalinists’ histort 
cal record of treachery in the 
struggle. The later (by several years) 
elimination of capitalism in South 
Vietnam, however, was done in the 
same bureaucratic anti-working 
class manner as in Eastern Europe. 

Defending these states against 
the restoration of a bourgeoisie, 
however, could never mean block- 
ing with the Stalinists against the 
mass movement of the workers on 
the pretext that the workers had 
illusions in pro-market leaders. 
Workers could only learn through 
their own struggle. 

The Spartacists’ adaptation to 
Stalinism led them in Germany to 
take the side of the Stalinists against 
the masses who smashed up the 


Ulster. But above all, the book 
is distinguished from all pre- 
vious analyses of Connolly by 


which have dominated Irish 
left? analyses of Connolly. It 
offers a powerful challenge to 


radical republican movements 


Stasi offices; and to advocate a 
‘peaceful’ development of the ‘po- 
litical revolution’ against Stalinism. 
The same political method had 
previously led them to support the 


Polish workers’ movement. 


charge that, at the most basic level 
of Marxist theory, they minscon- 
strued the ‘contradictory’ character 
of Stalinism as a ‘dual’ character. 
Parties such as LabourorCPsbased | 
on the workers but with a bourgeois 


would have us believe! 


ond Irish period. His was an 
original blend of syndicalism — 
and socialism which he 
brought to bear on the Irish 
situation from 1910 onwards, 
but one in which, unlike his 
Russian contemporaries, he 
failed to discover an effective 
method of relating the party 
of the socialists to the mass 
organisations of the class. 


Much discussed on the Irish 
left is the question of how he 
then ‘flipped over’ from being 
a socialist and trade union 
leader all his life until, sud- | 
denly in 1916 he sacrificed 
himself under the banner of a 
revolutionary nationalist in- 
surrection for which he had 
not attempted tomobiliseany | 
independent mass forces of the 
working class. The develop- 
ment of the book’s overall 
thesis answers this question 
effectively. Contradicting the 
claims of Austen Morgan in 
his recent biography of Con- 
nolly, itis argued that even in 
this final heroic act Connolly 
remained a socialist in his 
perspectives, believing the 
insurrection would opena new 
period in which the socialist 
and syndicalist movement of 
the organised labour would 
once again march forward to 
the Workers’ Republic. As the 
authors conclude:— 


We see his demise in the 
1916insurrection not as the 
product of simple abandon- 
ment of his socialist career, 
but rather as its inescap- 
able conclusion. Not some 
sudden conversion to 
Pearse’s nationalism but his 
own theoretical paradigm 
since as early as 1897, pro- 
vides the key to the rights 
and wrongs of Connolly's 
ultimate political sacrifice, 
and indeed to so much of 
the political legacy we have 
inherited from him. | 


There is much else in this 


work of exceptional merit, 
notably the original analysis 
of Ireland’s uneven and com- 
bined development and the 
complex class struggles which 
crystallised the religious divi- 


sions in the workng class of 


solidly basing itself in the 
Marxist method, unfalsified 
by the Stalinist distortions 


all in the Marxist left and 


who claim Connolly as justifi- 
cation of their particular pro- 
srammes. 


OO. -- 


For that reason, this book 
can serve asa powertul stimu- 
lus to the political debate and 
polemic which remains neces- 
sary ifever the forces are to be 
rallied in Ireland to take up 
again the fight for the Work- | 
ers’ Republic. Buy it, read it, 
debate its ideas.@ 
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Kremlin’s invasion of Afghanistan 
and Jaruzelski’s smashing of the © 


They were unable to answer the 


programme are ‘contradictory’ for- 
mations, but their actions and strat- 
egy are always predominantly reac- 


tionary; not ‘sometimes’ progres- — 


sive as the theory of a ‘dual’ nature | 


Scrap All 


Immigration 





AS 1992and the “Single Eu- 
ropean Market” approach, 
capitalist governments 
throughout Europe vie 
with one another to prove 
their pan -European cre- 
dentials. But for one group 


| inEuropethe“internation- 


alism” of the bosses has a 
hollow ring. 


Over ten millionimmigrant 
workers, legally resident in 
the European community 
(EC), will be denied the free- 
dom of movement given to 
other workers. Possibly a bil- 


| lion or more “illegal” immi- 
| grants will continue to be 


denied all rights—apart from 
the right to be a super-ex- 
ploited part of the labour force, 
harassed and hunted by the 


| immigration authorities. Bill- 
| ing more black workers with 


EC citizenship will not escape 
the rising tide of racist at- 
tacks on European immigrant 
communities as they face the 
prospect of tough new citizen- 
ship and immigration laws in 
the run-up to 1992. 


The post-war economic 
expansion was the impetus for 
the wave of immigration to 
western Europe. Unlike in 
Britain, the migrant workers 


drawn in by west Germany, 


Switzerland and France were 
not given citizenship rights. 
So by the end of the post-war 
boom there were millions of 
migrant workers and their 
families in western Europe— 
all second class citizens with- 


out nationality or voting 


rights, subject to super-exploi- 
tation to keep labour under 
constant racist attacks. 


This is the background to 


the rise of racist attacks and 


electoral support for the far 
right. The German Republi- 
can Party polled over 2 mil- 
lion votes in the June 1989 
Euro Elections. In France the 
fascist National Front experi- 
enced a renewed surge of elec- 
toral support winning the 
Dreux by-election with 60% of 
the vote last year. In May the 
right wing Regional Li- 
gaomdarda scooped up to 20% 
of the vote in local electionsin 


_ parts of northern Italy. Every- 


where the racist message is 
the same: repatriate the mi- 
grants, give their jobs to 
whites, terrorise their com- 
munities. The result has been 


ontrois 


a concerted international 
clampdown on immigration 
across Europe. 


The Single European Act, 
which forms the legal frame- 
work for 1992, guarantees the 
free movement of labour 
within Europe. In theory this 
means that the black workers 
granted citizenship or resi- 
dents rights in one part of 
Europe can move unhindered 
to another part. 


As a result the ruling class 
parties of every European 
country are working overtime 
to make sure that “fortress 
Europe” becomes a fortress 
against “foreign” workers. 
They are tightening the im- 
migration laws in countries 
which have proved the weak- 
est links in the racist chain. 


A French police harass immigrant workers. 


The rise in racist attacksin 
Italy was fueled by govern- 
mentfurore over immigration. 
The Italian ruling class was 
refused membership ofa cross- 
border travelling agreement 
by Germany and France and 
told to getits act together over 
illegal immigration from Af- 
rica. Inresponse Italy declared 
a four month amnesty for ille- 
galimmigrantscombined with 
a ban on new immigration. 
The army and navy were 
deployed around the coast of 
southern Italy to prevent ille- 
gal entry. 


Combined with tightening 
of immigration laws, Euro- 
pean governments are “har- 
monising” entry regulations. 
Whilst British immigration 
controls are the strictest in 
Europe, it only requires entry 
visas from a few countries. 
They controls are operated by 
Ireland without any legal 
basis or parliamentary legis- 
lation, because of the relative 
freedom of movement between 
the two countries By contrast 
France requires visas for 
many. So the EC Ministers 
have set about drawing up a 
list of “negative” countries 
whose citizens will need visas 
to visit any EC country after 
1992. 


Not suprisingly at the top of 
the list appear Morocco, Alge- 
ria, Rhodesia and Turkey— 
countries whose economies 
and labour markets have been 
drawn inexorably into the 
vortex of the single European 


Market, and which are being 
denied full membership of the 
EC. While at present citizens 
of 59 countries require visas 
for the EC countries the so- 
called “harmonisation” will 
increase the number to 115. 


Likewise with the relaxa- 
tion of internal border con- 
trols. The domestic system of 
immigration control in Ger- 
many and France—where 
police and employers con- 
stantly harass black people 
with demands to “see their 
papers’—will become wide- 
spread. Already a series of 
shadowy groups, involving 
ministers, civil servants, po- 
lice and security services, have 
been set up within the EC, to 
look at the supposed threat 
this poses. 





The Schengen Group is 
organising a computerised 
information exchange net- 
work to enforce immigration 
rules. The so-called Trevi 
Group has been set up to co- 
ordinate measures against 
“terrorism, violence and drug- 
trafficking”. In 1986 it sud- 
denly increased its remit to 
cover the access of non-EC 
nationals to the community. 
The nature of its secret dis- 
cussions were revealed re- 
cently when a British Home 
Office spokesperson described 
its agenda as covering “ter- 
rorism, immigrants,other 
undesirables and a common 
refugee policy”! the results of 
the “common refugee policy” 
are already clear. At the start 
of the 1980s about 70% of 
requests for political asylum 
were granted by EC countries. 
Now is down to less than 15%. 


The unashamed racism of 
the immigration laws of the 
single Europe is shown by the 
blatantinequality on the right 
to migrate. Five million EC 
citizens and their families 
have migrated to other Euro- 
pean countries where they 
have equal access to social] 
benefits, employment and 
family unity. But millions of 
immigrant workers who live 
in the EC completely legally 
have no such rights. 


For most it is made virtu- 
ally impossible to gain citi- 
zenship rights even if they 
were born in the country. In 


Germany 15% of so-called 


Sr is 


“foreigners” were born there! 
If a real European labour 
market opens up after 1992 
these workers will have no 
part of it. The ‘inner city 
ghetto’ phenomenon will be 
repeated on a European scale 


with immigrant workers left — 


to rot in areas of high unem- 
ployment. White workers will 


be able to migrate to new 


centres of production much 
more freely. 


The European ‘socialist’ and 
Social Democratic parties 
have been ringing their hands 
about the upsurge of racist 
violence in Europe while 
merely adding their voices to 
the reactionary chorus to stem 
immigration. 


A recent statement by the 
European Trades Union Con- 
federation accepted that 
“abolition of control over in- 
ter-community frontiers will 
require measures to tighten 
up control over external com- 
munity frontiers”. 


Against this, revolutionary — 


socialists and international- 
ists must struggle within the 
working class to put forward 
their own alternatives: the 
abolition of all immigration 
controls and the free move- 
ment of labour within and 
outside of the EC. 


The argument that there is 
“no room” for any more immi- 
grants must be exposed for 
what it is—a racist lie. No 
serious ruling class politician 
in Britain, where this argu- 
ment is used, has ever sug- 
gested an end of immigration 
from Ireland and yet tens of 
thousands of Irish workers go 
to Britain every year. 


Where was the hue and cry 
about the potential “threat” of 
tens of thousands of white 
South Africans arriving who 
have right of abode in Brit- 
ain? Compare this with the 
Hong Kong Chinese who were 


a “threat to the British way of | 


life”! To go along with the 
argument that immigration 
controls need to be tightened, 
as the labour and trade union 
leaders are doing, is to play 
into the hands of the racists. 


In capitalist Europe the 
contrast between the freedom 
of capital and the unfreedom 
of labour is striking. The 
bosses’ money roams the stock 
markets of the world virtually 
unhindered. Unlike the work- 
ers who generate the wealth, 
capital face no immigration 
controls, no colour bars. As 
long as there is an interna- 
tional economy where work- 
ers are chained behind na- 
tional borders, forced to aban- 
don their families and their 


civil rights in return for the | 
right to work in another coun- | 


try, the bosses will be able to 
exploit cheap labour and keep 
the workers divided through 
racist bigotry. 


Workers must demand: 
Repeal all immigration laws. 
Block all forced repatriations. 


An immediate amnesty for all 
unauthorised workers in 
Europe. 


Scrap all visas and internal 
immigration checks. 


For the right of immigrant 
workers to organise politi- 
cally without restrictions. 


Every worker to have the night 
of residence, citizenship, 
family unity, voting and 
equal access to social bene- 
fits in the country where 
they work. 
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The Crisis of 





leadership 


CAPITALISM, no matter how 
extreme its crises in this impe- 
rialist epoch, will never depart 
the scene automatically—it 
needs to be consciously over- 
thrown. 


Today the _ proletariat 
worldwide does not yet face, 
as it did on the eve of the last 
imperialist war, the stark alter- 
native of either taking power or 
seeing the destruction of all its 
past gains. But its crisis of 
political leadership is no less 
real now than it was in 1938. 


None of the existing leader- 
ships of the working class are 
willing or able to carry through 
a fight to transform the defen- 
sive struggles of the workers 
and poor peasants across the 
globe into the struggle for 
power. They remain tied to the 
interests of the bourgeoisie or 
the parasitic bureaucracy of 
the Stalinist states. 


Social Democracy and 
Stalinism Twins 


The growth of European 
imperialism corrupted the lead- 
ing sections of the mass work- 
ers’ international of 1889- 
1914, culminating in the Sec- 
ond International becoming 
recruiting sergeants for the 
imperialist war. Then as a wave 
of revolutions swept Europe 
from1917 on, they openly sided 
with the bourgeois counter- 
revolution against the working 
masses. Social democracy 
became strategically wedded 
to the capitalist economy and 


- the capitalist state. 


The Third (Communist) Inter- 
national was formed out of the 
fight against Social Democ- 
racy’s betrayals. Inits first four 
congresses it began to re-elabo- 
rate the revolutionary pro- 
gramme for the imperialist 
epoch. 


But after 1923, with the 
Stalinist political counter revo- 
lution against Bolshevism, it 
replaced the goal of world revo- 
lution with the reactionary 
utopia of ‘socialism in one 
country’. 


After the crushing of German 
working class in 1933 Trotsky 
declared the Stalinist Comir- 
tern dead for revolution. The 
building of a new world party — 
the Fourth International —was 
on the agenda. It existed as a 
healthy centre of revolutionary 
communist propaganda from 
1938-48 after which it col- 
lapsed into confused centrist 
fragments under the impact of 
Stalin's expansion into East- 
ern Europe. 


Stalinism continued on its 
path to an out-and-out counter- 
revolutionary. strategy, trans- 
forming the communist parties 


| of the democratic imperialist 
states into reformist parties 


preaching class collaboration 
and ‘peaceful co-existence’. It 
commended the masses to the 
defence of their own imperial 


| ism, thus following Social 
Democracy. 


The Stalinist parties are the 
twin of Social Democracy, 
sharing with it the ideologies 
of social patriotism and re- 
formism. But their different 
origins, structures, and tradi- 
tions —— the support they gave 
and received from the bureauc- 
racy of the Stalinist states — 
set them apart, both in the 
eyes of the working class and 


Both remain servants of the 
bourgeois world order inside 
the working class—“bourgeois 
workers’ parties”. Towards the 
end of the second world war, 
when revolutionary struggle 
developed in Italy, France and 


the Balkans, the combined | 


forces of Stalinism and Social 
Democracy acted resolutely as 
the agents of counter revolu- 
tion to hold off the masses’ 
attempt to settle accounts with 
their own bourgeoisie. 


Throughout the 60s and 70s 


this tragic story has been re- | 
peated as periods of intense | 


class struggle have been suc- 
cessfully coralled within the 


limits of bourgeois legality. In | 


France, Chile, Portugal and 
Spain, the working class suf- 
fered serious defeats at the 
hands of these traitors. 


In South Africa and the semi- 
colonies Stalinism clings to the 
perspective of a democratic 
stage which indefinitely post- 
pones the fight for working 
class power but embraces all 
kinds of bourgeois, petit bour- 
geois, clerical or military bona- 
partist allies. 


This strategy has resulted in 
bloody and decisive defeats in 
key revolutionary situations 
such as Chile where Stalinism 
and Social Democracy led the 
workers and poor peasants to 
disaster under Allende's popu- 
lar front. 


It renounced the arming of 
workers from the outset de- 
spite their creaton of proto- 
soviets and poorly armed mili- 
tias. 


Death Knell of 
Stalinism 


In the Eastern Bloc coun- | 


tries the struggles of the work- 
ing class at various points 
throughout the 50s, 60's and 


70s against bureaucratic privi- 


lege and repression took it to 
the brink of political revolution 
in East Germany, Hungary and 
Poland. But the absence of a 
poltical revolutionary strategy 
resulted in defeat at the sharp- 


est point of every revolutionary | 


crisis. 


With ever deepening stagna- 
tion of their economies a wave 
of democratic revolutions is 
sweeping the Stalinists from 
power in Eastern Europe and 
threatening the Kremlin in the 
heartland of Stalinism. 


These events have only 
served to strengthen anti and 
non-working class forces, na- 
tionalism and clericalism etc.. 


These stand brazenly for the | 





restoration of capitalism and | 


market forces—for which al- 
ready in Poland the working 
class is paying a terrible price. 
The workers’ illusions in pariia- 
mentary democracy are a cruel 
deception fostered by western 
imperialism to ease the resto- 
ration of capitalist exploitation. 


The world historic crisis 
which now sounds the death 
knell of Stalinism must not 
become a victory for the “so- 
cial democratic” creatures of 
imperialist capitalism. 


A new international must | 


urgently be built to take up and | 


develop again the revolution- 


ary traditions of Lenin and — 


Trotsky. The Trotskyist Mani- 
festo, the programme of the 
LRCI, is a key step in that 


direction.& 
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AFTER TWO months of 
all-out strike one of the 
most combative indus- 
trial workforces in the 
country has now pres- 
sured the bosses of Water- 
ford Glass back to the ne- 
gotiating table. 


The union officials of the 
ATGWU claim that their 
‘starting position’ will be to 
reject all wage cuts. But the 
Waterford Wedgewood con- 
sortium is determined, like 
several other important sec- 
tions of the bosses, to go all 
out for major cuts in wages 
and conditions to hike up pro- 
ductivity. This is the second 
round of major productivity 
demands in three years. Last 
year the workforce turned 
out more cyrstal, with 1,000 
less workers, than ever in its 
41 year existence. 


In the same week the Irish 
Press Group named July 23 
for shutting down its three 
national papers and sacking 
700 workers unless they too 
accept major cuts in wages 
and conditions to _ boost 
productivity.and profits. Fur- 
thermore, the imminence of 
the Single European Market 
is driving Irish capitalists to 


sates 


Waterford strikers in Dublin to seek su app0 rtand ‘iat to saten nreasconierence ofanti- PNR campalgn. 


prepare a deeper and more 
generalised productivity of- 
fensive in order to survive the 
tougher competition that lies 
ahead. 


These major points of con- 
flict with the bosses raise vi- 
tal questions of strategy and 
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tactics for socialists and 
workers. Coming after the 
first upward turnaround in 
strike days for five years, ata 
moment when there is wide- 
spread smouldering antago- 
nism towards the union bu- 
reaucracys pact with 





Abortion 





THE SOCIALIST Society 
in University College 
‘Cork has spearheaded 

action in the campus and 

the city since last Octo- 
ber to assert the right to 
abortion information. 


Though a student union 
general meeting mandated 
its leaders to distribute the 
information these cowards 
held back until after a refer- 
endum convened by the right 
and in which the pro-SPUC 
lobby carried a 60% majority 
after plastering walls with 
pictures of aborted foetuses. 
Local shops were told by col- 
lege committees not to pho- 
tocopy material for the So- 
cialist Society in relation to 


Struggle | 





the abortion information 


campaign! 


The Socialist Society cre- 
ated the Cork Abortion Infor- 
mation Campaign which 
drew in other forces in the 
city into a number of actions. 
Meanwhile in the College 
they successfully fought 
against the imposition of a 
fine on them for publishing 
the abortion information 
telephone number. Students 
from the SWM, who keep 
aloof from the college Social- 
ist Society, recently won rec- 
ognition for their own society 
but college committees are 
moving to cancel this be- 
cause they distributed abor- 
tion information. When the 


Cork 


SU banned a Socialist Soci- 
ety meeting from union 
premises they defied the ban 
and are now on the offensive 
against the Union leaders for 
trying todeny them the use of 
student facilities. 


These events underline the 
urgency of preparing the 
fight to mobilise student ac- 
tivists across the country in 
the new academic year. The 
new Federation of College 
Socialist Societies is one fo- 
rum which should now be de- 
veloped as a means to this 
end.# 


[INFORMATION BASED, WITH 
THANKS, ON A LETTER FROM A CORK 
CORRESPONDENT] 
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Haughey, the Programme for 
National Recovery. Socialists 
must argue for methods of 
struggle which can link up 
the different issues, spread 
the solidarity, and begin to 
win the most militant ele- 
ments to aclass perspective 
on the developing economic 
struggle. 


Delayed at first by the foot 
dragging of the ATGWU bu- 
reaucracy, a. very good start 
has now been made in 
spreading the solidarity ac- 
tion nationally with Water- 
ford, leading to the setting up 
also of a Dublin-Waterford 
Solidarity Group which 
toured Waterford workers 
around Dublin factories 
through the co-operation of 
union activists and socialists 
including the IWG. The de- 
veloping of such centres of 
solidarity across the working 
class is not only necessary to 
the struggle in Waterford but 
a vital possible gain for the 
working class movement in 
general. 


Irish industrial workers 
are peculiarly sectionalised 
by the scattered manner in 
which they are concentrated 
by a wide range of foreign in- 
dustrial corporations. Add to 
this the extremely bureau- 
cratic and remote structures 
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of the official unions for most 
workers, and the need for 
militant organisations of the 
rank and file becomes crystal 
clear. 


But such beginnings of a 
rank and file movement can- 
not be developed unless mili- 
tants fight to win them to a 
wider platform of action 
which can link up the key 
fronts of struggle. Thus the 
same activists make up the 
new campaign against the 
PNR (TUUAP) as organise 
the Dublin Waterford Soli- 
darity group; yet no fight has 
been taken up to get the Wa- 
terford Workers, with all 
their prestige in struggle, to 
call on workers generally to 
support the campaign 
against the PNR. Making 


such connectionsis vital! 


The same logic applies to 
the burning issues of threat- 
ened privatisation (on which 
the ICTU has done a U-turn 
in open contempt of the rank 
and file), of union democracy 
(completely erased for years 
to come in the new SIPTUV), 
and the continued attacks on 
the unemployed, the health, 
educational and social serv- 
ices etc. On all these ques- 
tions, as on attacks on 
women’s rights, as on state 
repression north and south, 





socialists must struggle 
link up the mobilisations of 
the rank and file in partial 
ways on different fronts. 
That means arguing openly 
around the present cam- 
paigns for the perspective of a 
national rank and file move- 
ment in the trade unions, 
committed to struggle 
against the ruling class offen- 
sive and to transform the un- 
ions into democratic fighting 
organisations under rank 
and file control. 


Socialists have another 
duty in relation to conflicts 
such as at Waterford and the 
Irish Press. In both cases the 
real threat of a complete 
shutdown might force many 
trade unionists, faced with 
foot-dragging or outright be- 
trayal by their official lead- 
ers, to accept significant cuts 
to save as many jobs as pos- 
sible. The fight for the most 
militant tactics and the most 
widespread solidarity is the 
best immediate response. 


But the most militant tac- 
tics can also lead not to sur- 
render by the bosses but to 
closure and the movement of 
their capital elsewhere. So- 
cialists must fight to per- 
suade the most class. con- 
scious militants that there is 
a working class alternative to 
such a threat. In the best tra- 
ditions of class struggle by 
organised workers, they 
must fight for mass occupa- 
tions of plant, holding all as- 
sets toransom to prevent clo- 
sure, to force open the books 
publicly to working class in- 
spection, and if the bosses 
will not maintain workers’ 
wages and conditions, to 
raise the demand and build 
class-wide solidarity for the 
nationalisation without com- 
pensation of the whole enter- 
prise, putting it under the 
day-to-day inspection and 
veto of workers’ control. 


The*open fight for such a 
perspective, while taking up 
and developing all the imme- 
diate solidarity tasks, is the 
only way in which socialists 
can link immediate struggles 
to the transitional goal of 
class wide action against 
capitalism itself. 


And if socialists do not 
fight to make that link they 
have nothing better to offer 
the working class than a 
slightly more vigorous trade 
unionism which can never ul- 
timately protect the gains it 
makes whatever the cost in 
struggle.@ 











